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Abstract
The present study focuses on a collaboration of a citation analysis of the JCR journals
of the categories Demography and Urban Studies indexed in Social Science Citation Index
from the period 2000–2016. A total of 64 journals were covered (26 for Demography
and 38 for Urban Studies). We found that the percentages of multi-authored documents
in both categories are very similar; moreover, the citation distribution is shown to be
increasing in both but behaves slightly different in the two samples analysed. It seems
to be a relation between the number of citations a document received and the number
of authors. Regarding international collaboration, both categories present a similar type
of network with densities of the kind of social science networks. Anglo-Saxon countries
are the most prolific ones and the biggest collaborators in both networks. Urban Studies
shows a relative importance to countries of emerging economies since it indexed more
journals in the sample with a wider regional scope.
Keywords: bibliometrics, collaboration, citation, scientific production, social sciences

1. Introduction
Enquiries about science point to the existence of valid indicators to measure the level of scientific activity and scientific accomplishments from various perspectives: scientific fields,
authors, institutions, faculties, departments, research groups and countries [1, 2]. The results
of such studies are complemented with another set of indicators and are used at different governmental and organisational levels in, among other things, allocating economic and human
resources [3]. It is increasingly evident given the development and consolidation of research
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evaluation systems in almost every country. The situation represents a crucial shift in the
nature of the behaviour of institutions and organisations that develop research programmes
and projects [4, 5].
Van Raan [6] includes, as one of the objectives of bibliometric analysis, the ability to establish
a set of standardised indicators that facilitate the evaluation of scientific production. The characteristics and indicators that are obtained from bibliometric studies are useful for planning,
developing and organising the resources and services of the institutions in charge of the administration [7, 8].
Bibliometric studies are enormously relevant to the identification and characterisation of the
scientific profile of countries, institutions for research and scientific fields themselves [9].
This statement is based on how they facilitate, among other things, the detection of research
patterns or research strengths for each of the agents participating in the scientific process.
Furthermore, evaluations with a basis on bibliometric indicators for citation have become
commonplace in national processes for the evaluation of research at a university, faculty and
even departmental levels [10].
1.1. What is scientific collaboration?
Scientific work is no longer an individual task having researchers work in isolation but a
collaborative endeavour, instead. In this manner, collaboration is present in all the fields of
knowledge and takes a wide range of forms. Scientific co-authorship is thought of as a reaction to the process of professionalisation of research, in terms of publication [11]. Katz and
Martin [12] state that it can happen between individuals, groups, departments, institutions,
sectors, regions or countries.
Many are the reasons that lead researchers to collaborate, from which the following stand:
1. Professionals seek opportunities to collaborate in order to increase their visibility within
their field; it can be assumed that it applies to all fields of knowledge, since sciences generally share a common reward structure [13].
2. To gain access to equipment, resources or materials that may facilitate or improve research [12].
3. To improve the composition of research groups with a view to increase the chances of
gaining financial support in open calls.
4. To know and share new methodological techniques.
5. To increase efficacy and efficiency, as well as quality of research [14].
6. To establish research networks with a greater social and scientific salience.
7. The chances of researching about interdisciplinary matters that touch on different areas of
knowledge, due to which experts from each of them are necessary.
8. To interact with institutions of equal or higher prestige or to support the development of
others of a less established research tradition.
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9. To increase the scientific productivity of either research groups or their members.
10. To work with colleagues who share the same interests, ideas, theoretical frameworks or
problems.
11. To increase citation and, hence, the impact and visibility of scientific production [15].
Occasionally, professionals who seek to add something new to their field may find that the
reward is greater in doing so through the search of diverse ideas and remote collaborators
than in collaborating with others from their own laboratory [16]. The increase in international
collaboration in research may be regarded as a consequence of the mentioned rationales for
establishing new links within science.
When remote collaborators have different points of view and experiences, they can be more
easily prone to questioning—or perhaps complementing—the perspectives and capacities
of the other participants [16]. For this reason, it is likely that these collaborations result
in research studies of a more innovative kind and promote progress within the field of
research itself. Nonetheless, collaboration between over-specialised scientists is in some
cases necessary to tackle certain problems that are highly specific within a particular field
of knowledge [17].
Glänzel [18] points out that the relation between collaboration and scientific productivity is
a very important aspect of research. This has led to bibliometric analysis becoming highly
recursive in the literature on informational sciences or social studies about science. There
have been attempts to find collaboration patterns in countries or regions for a specific scientific field; for instance, clinical medicine in Taiwan [19] and epidemiology in Bulgaria [20].
Similarly, collaboration patterns at the global level of sciences have been studied in Eastern
Europe [21, 22] and, in Spain, the production in Science Citation Index (SCI), Social Sciences
Citation Index (SSCI) and Arts & Humanities [23, 24]. The field of Library Information Science
itself (LIS) has been subject to various collaboration analyses [25–30].
Many of the studies reveal that collaboration raises not only participants’ productivity but
also the impact of their research [15]. However, Katz and Hicks [31] assert that the impact
of an article in terms of citation is partially related with the number of participant authors,
institutions and countries. In a study carried out by Narin and Whitlow [32] for the European
Union, it was found that articles in which several institutions participated were more cited
than those in which only one does. Likewise, articles are more cited when collaborators are
foreign as compared with those that are signed by local or national collaborators.
Another aspect that attracts the attention of research on collaboration is the types of collaboration in terms of regions, determining if it is local, national or international [25, 33].
To measure collaboration, various indicators have been established, among which we highlight the following:
A

a) Collaboration Index (CI) defined by Lawani [34]:
b) Degree of Collaboration (DC) [35]:

∑j=1j fj
____
IC =
N
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c)

Collaborative Coefficient (CC) [36]:

fj = number of documents with j authors in collection K.
N = total number of documents in K.
A = total number of authors in collection K.
Collaborative research studies generally focus on a particular field in relation with itself or to
a country or region. When studies in Social Sciences seek to compare collaboration indicators,
it is usually done among subdisciplines within the same scientific field.
In this study, we aim to compare the collaboration between two different scientific fields of
the Journal Citation Report (JCR), Social Sciences edition [37] with differences in the volume
of scientific production indexed in the Web of Science (WOS) in the period 2000–2016.

2. Materials and methods
The 2016 JCR® Social Sciences Edition [37] was retrieved on June 1, 2017, to find out the name
and number of the journals within the categories of Demography and Urban Studies. For the
former, 26 journals were found, and 38 for the latter.
The time interval covered in this study is from 2000 to 2016. The procedure to obtain the data
consisted in analysing the information contained in the SSCI, for which all the records were
searched using the parameters: Publication Name [name of each journal in the chosen category]
and Year Published [2000–2016]. In order to extract information only from citable documents,
these were filtered once again by their categorisation as Article or Review (from now on, we are
to refer them as documents). The category of Demography produced 11,361 documents whereas
Urban Studies produced 24,010. Out of those documents, those in which the author was anonymous, or the author field was blank, were discarded. Lastly, 11,361 entries were considered
for Demography and 23,998 for Urban Studies, all of which constitute the sample of this study.
All the information was uploaded to an ad hoc Microsoft® Access® 2016 relational database (version 1801) for the treatment and normalisation of data, as well as to produce the different graphs.
The data were collected by year and collaboration was analysed into two levels. The first level
was authorship, looking at collaboration in relation with the number of signatory authors; the
number of authors in each document was full-counted, calculating a particular Collaboration
Index (CI) and Degree of Collaboration (DC). The second level was established in relation with
international collaboration, identifying the countries of each of the authors’ institutions.
With a view to count the authors of each document, we opted for the complete counting system, as suggested by Cronin and Overfeld [38], attributing full authorship to each co-author,
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considering them equally. The same procedure was applied in the case of countries. The documents were grouped according to collaboration by country, as has been done in other similar
studies [39]. Given that documents can be signed by authors from different countries, the sum
of the percentages is greater than 100%.
To analyse, treat and visualise collaborative networks, we have used the Pajek software [40].

3. Results and discussion
The category Urban Studies presents 28 indexed journals in the 2016 JCR [37], 12 more than
Demography; this is 31.57% more. In the period between 2000 and 2016, the documents indexed
within the category Demography mounted to less than half of those in Urban Studies, more precisely, only 47.36%. During those years, a total of 35,359 documents were indexed, considering both categories, in the SSCI.
3.1. Collaboration in the category demography
Concurrently with the increase of the production of documents along the period between
2000 and 2016, there was also an increase in the number of authors per article and, with it,
collaboration in the category Demography (Figure 1). There is a correlation of 0.992 with a
significance of 0.01, between the number of published documents and the number of documents with multiple authorships. Early in the set period of time, the difference between
single and multiple authorship documents was of only 8.8%. Despite continuous ups and
downs, such difference increased slowly by up to 20% in 2009. In 2010, the difference
increased to 42% and remained ever since within an interval of a minimum of 30.3% to a
maximum of 51.7%.
All this multiple authorship has an impact on collaboration indexes. In this line, the DC
increased gradually from 0.52 in year 2000 to a top 0.67 in 2014 and 2015. Likewise, the CI
ranges between an initial 1.87 and a maximum of 2.34 in 2014 (Table 1). The overall values for
the time interval between years 2000 and 2016 are DC = 0.605 and CI = 2.14.
Figure 2 shows that the 70.4% of the documents from the Demography category are signed by
one or two authors. A total of 39.5% of the papers have only one author, while articles with
four or less authors only represented 13.07%.
The production of documents within the category Demography between 2000 and 2016 received
a total of 147,024 citations. The average citation is of 12.9 cites per document (SD = 32.54), notwithstanding that 1840 received no citation at all, which represents 16.25 of total production.
Analysing citation in relation with author collaboration, it can be seen that multi-author documents receive 63.98% of the total citations while single-author documents receive 36.02%. In
differentiating documents according to the number of authors, the highest citation is received
by the documents signed by a single author, followed by those signed by two and three
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Figure 1. Diachronic type of authorship in the category demography.

Year

DC

CI

2000

0.52

1.87

2001

0.54

1.90

2002

0.58

2.03

2003

0.54

2.01

2004

0.55

2.03

2005

0.57

2.09

2006

0.54

1.96

2007

0.58

2.02

2008

0.56

2.01

2009

0.56

2.05

2010

0.63

2.16

2011

0.59

2.11

2012

0.62

2.17

2013

0.64

2.28

2014

0.67

2.32

2015

0.67

2.34

2016

0.52

1.87

Table 1. Degree of collaboration and collaboration index in the category demography.
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Figure 2. Co-authored distribution in demography (2000–2016).

Figure 3. Citation by number of authors in demography 2000–2016.

authors, and decreases as the number of signatory authors increases (Figure 3). There is a
moderated correlation between citation and number of signatory authors, with a Pearson’s
correlation coefficient of 0.709 (p = .001) for the category. In the same line, citation and DC
present a correlation coefficient of 0.542 (p = .025). Eight articles received more than 300 citations; one article received 806 citations.
Regarding international collaboration, only 10,479 documents (out of 11,361) presented affiliation information. The documents of the category Demography were written by authors affiliated to institutions of 147 different countries. Most of the documents (77.6%) in the sample are
written by authors from the same country regardless if they are written by multiple authors
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or not. Figure 4 shows a tendency in the increase of the international collaboration between
authors which provide much better visibility and further citation to the work [13, 15].
There are only 11 countries (Barbados, Bolivia, Cape Verde, Hong Kong, Malta, Oman, Solomon
Islands, Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Yemen, Yugoslavia) that do not collaborate with other countries in the sample. The country with most co-authorship with other countries in the world is
the USA, relating with 104 countries. A total of 50.34% of the countries (74) have relationships
with a maximum of four other countries.
France, Germany, England and the USA are the only four countries that co-write articles with
more than 50 other countries.
The network depicted in Figure 5 shows a general view over the country network for
Demography considering all the period. Every vertex represents a country; the volume of
a vertex is proportional to the number of documents written by authors of the country. The
lines between vertices show that the linked countries co-write documents and the colour of
the lines are proportional to the number of documents shared. International collaboration
networks tend to be very dense. The density of the network in Figure 5 is 0.06737933 which
indicated that the network is dense for social sciences. The average degree of the countries
is 9.9048, which means that each of the 147 countries in the network shares documents with
almost 10 other countries.
There are 728 collaborations detected, most of them being anecdotal; 48.08% of these collaborations appear only once, which means that these two countries only co-write one document
in the whole period. The most prolific relationships among countries are found to be between
England and the USA, Canada and the USA, Germany and the USA with more than 100 documents shared by each.

Figure 4. Diachronic international collaboration in demography 2000–2016.
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Figure 5. General network for international collaboration in demography 2000–2016.

3.2. Collaboration in the category urban studies
In this category, the documents ranged from 1015 in the year 2000 to 2170 in 2016, so that
production has doubled since the beginning of the period studied (Figure 6). Initially, the
percentage of documents signed by only one author (54.58%) was slightly higher than the
one for multi-authored documents (45.42%). These values have varied along the years, with
the proportion being reversed in 2016, reaching 68.89% for multi-authorship and 31.11% for
single authorship. Since 2005, the number of multi-authored documents prevails, showing a
continued growth. The average of authors is 2.06 authors per document (SD = 1.27). There is a
correlation between the total production of the documents and those of multi-authorship with
a positive significance (.926, p < .01).
Indicators suggest that this collaboration has increased in the period. The DC increased from
0.45 to 0.69, while the CI varied from 1.67 in 2000 to 2.43 in 2016 (Table 2). Globally for the
interval analysed, the value of DC = 0.813 and CI = 2.07.
Figure 7 shows that the 89.12% of the documents from the Demography category are signed by
one, two or three authors. A total of 40.89% of the papers have only one author, while articles
with four or less authors only represented 10.88%.
Between 2000 and 2016, the Urban Studies category received 377,473 citations. The average is
that every document in the sample has been cited 15.6 times (SD = 29.27). A total of 11.14% of
the documents have never been cited.
The multi-authored documents received 61.8% of the citations, while those written by a single
author received 38.2%. According to the number of authors, the highest citation is received
by papers signed by a single author, followed by those of two and three authors, all of whom
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Figure 6. Diachronic type of authorship in the category urban studies.

Year

DC

CI

2000

0.45

1.67

2001

0.45

1.68

2002

0.44

1.69

2003

0.50

1.76

2004

0.46

1.75

2005

0.53

1.86

2006

0.52

1.86

2007

0.56

1.97

2008

0.55

1.91

2009

0.60

2.04

2010

0.62

2.09

2011

0.65

2.16

2012

0.65

2.19

2013

0.64

2.21

2014

0.67

2.31

2015

0.68

2.40

2016

0.69

2.43

Table 2. Degree of collaboration and collaboration index in the category urban studies.
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received 88.31% of the citations (Figure 8). Data present a high correlation between citation
and number of signatory authors, with a Pearson’s correlation coefficient of 0.892 (p = .00) for
the category Urban Studies. Citation-DC correlation coefficient was 0.878 (p = .00) which is an
evidence of strong correlation between both variables. It is evident that for documents signed
by more than four authors there is a decrease in the number of citations received. Seven articles received more than 500 citations.
The most cited document has 2004 citations and is signed by 2 authors.
For the international collaboration, only 23,577 registers were considered for being the only
ones that incorporate information about authors’ affiliation. The authors were affiliated to
institutions of 133 countries.
The documents of the category Urban Studies were mostly written by authors affiliated to
the same country, in fact only 16.12% of the documents were written in international collaboration. Figure 9 shows these results analysing the international collaboration along the
period. We can see an increase in this collaboration since 2010, resulting in this tendency
being slightly lower than the one found for Demography sample. It is remarkable that the category Urban Studies involved less countries than Demography which led to a less collaboration
among countries.
Only 9 countries out of 133 contributed with documents without international collaboration
(Algeria, Azerbaijan, Bolivia, Hong Kong, Morocco, Sudan, Tunisia, Uruguay, Yugoslavia) that do

Figure 7. Co-authored distribution in urban studies (2000–2016).
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Figure 8. Citation by number of authors in urban studies 2000–2016.

Figure 9. Diachronic international collaboration in urban studies 2000–2016.

not collaborate with other countries in the sample. The country with most co-authorship with
other countries in the world is the USA, collaborating with 81 countries. A total of 49.62% of
the countries (66) have relationships with a maximum of 5 other countries.
France, Canada, the Netherlands, England and the USA are the countries collaborating with more
than 50 other countries in the category.
The network depicted in Figure 10 shows a general view over the country network for Urban
Studies considering all the period. The density of the network is 0.09808612, higher than the
one found for Demography which also indicated that the network is dense for social sciences.
The average degree of the countries is 12.9473.
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There are 861 collaborations detected, most of them being anecdotal; 44.83% of these collaborations appear only once which means that these 2 countries only co-write 1 document in
the whole period. The most prolific relationships among countries are found to be between
People’s Republic of China and the USA, Canada and the USA and England and the USA with
more than 100 documents shared by each.
3.3. Comparison between the categories demography and urban studies
Comparing the number of journals indexed in JCR for the two categories analysed, it can be
seen that Demography accounts for 68.4% of the number of journals for Urban Studies and its
production only represents 47.36% of the second. In both categories, the percentages of multiauthored documents have very similar values with minor differences around l% (Table 3).
Throughout 2000 and 2016, the citation in Urban Studies has been increasing with an exponential behaviour (R2 = 0.9712) as well as the number of multi-authored articles (R2 = 0.8214).
However, the category Demography behaves differently, the increase in citations has a logarithmic behaviour (R2 = 0577) and the number of articles written in collaboration represents
a linear model (R2 = 0.9557) (Figure 11). This relationship between the citations received and
the number of multi-authored documents in the two categories (Urban studies: Pearson’s coeff.
0.892, p = .00; Demography: Pearson’s coeff. = 0.709, p = .001) is in agreement with that found in
other studies in which it has been shown that co-authorship has a tangible effect on the impact
of the citations [41, 42].
It is remarkable that, for Demography, DC values have always been higher than 0.5; in addition, DC values are similar to those obtained for some other research fields of social sciences
such as basic psychology between 1926 and 2005 [43]. There is a linear dependency between

Figure 10. General network for international collaboration in urban studies 2000–2016.
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Category

Demography

%

Urban Studies

%

Total

Journals

26

40.62

38

59.38

64

Documents

11,361

32.13

23,988

67.87

35,349

Multi-authored documents

6869

32.62

14,188

67.38

21,057

Single-authored documents

4492

31.40

9810

68.60

14,302

Authors per document

2.15

2.06

DC

0.605

0.591

CI

0.591

2068

Citations

147,024

28.03

377,473

71.97

524,497

Citations/paper

12.94

87.25

15.73

14.83

14.83

Table 3. Demography versus urban studies multi-authorship (2000–2016).

Figure 11. Citations and number of documents according to authorship.

DC values and citations which is found to be high for Urban studies category (Pearson’s coeff. =
0.878, p = .00) and moderated for Demography category (Pearson’s coeff. = 0.542, p = .025).
Focusing on the international collaboration, it is shown that both categories have similarities
such as a high percentage of documents assigned to a single country. Moreover almost the
half of the collaboration produced are no kept across time and frequently end in sporadic
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connection between countries. The category Urban Studies present less countries despite the
fact that it involved more documents than Demography.
Analysing DC values and citation in relation with international collaboration, it is found that
the linear dependency between them is higher when international collaboration is involved,
being the correlation coefficients 0.922 (p = .00) for Urban studies and 0.933 (p = .00) for
Demography.
The USA is the most prolific country in both categories, whereas minority countries or countries of emerging economies are residual in Demography but relative important in the category
Urban Studies. This could be explained by the fact that Urban Studies it indexed more journal
in the sample with a wider regional scope.
The ranking of the most productive and collaborating countries is clearly dominated by
English countries in both categories.

4. Conclusions
It has been verified that, in the period 2000–2016, there is a predominance of documents written in multi-authorship in the categories Demography and Urban Studies. Likewise, the number
of documents in collaboration has been increasing proportionally to the total production. The
highest values in the collaboration indicators, DC, CI have been reached in the most recent
years, showing a tendency to continue increasing. This increase in the number of citations in
relation to the increase in the number of authors per article shows a similar pattern to those
found for other branches of knowledge closer to the hard sciences.
Despite these results, the international collaboration is not so high, compared to author collaboration, which means that a great portion of the multi-authored documents are written by
authors affiliated to institutions of the same country.
The analysis of the scientific production of these two scientific categories in social sciences,
Urban studies and Demography, has confirmed the findings of previous studies [44, 45] stating
international collaboration in science is growing rapidly. This international collaboration has
a correlation with the increase in the citation of multi-authored publications. The internationalisation of science in these two categories is largely due to the collaboration of researchers
from the USA, England and Canada.

Author details
Alexander Maz-Machado* and Noelia Jiménez-Fanjul
*Address all correspondence to: ma1mamaa@uco.es
University of Cordoba, Córdoba, Spain

79

80

Scientometrics

References
[1] Moed HF. Citation Analysis in Research Evaluation. Dordrecht, The Netherlands:
Springer; 2005
[2] Vinkler P. The Evaluation of Research by Scientometric Indicators. Cambridge: Chandos
Publishing; 2010
[3] Beyers J, Eilising R, Maloney W. Researching interest group politics in Europe and elsewhere: Much we study, Little we know? West European Politics. 2008;31(6):1103-1128
[4] Whitley R. Changing governance of the public sciences. In: Whitley R, Gläser J, editors.
The Changing Governance of the Sciences the Advent of Research Evaluation Systems.
Dordrecht: Springer; 2007. pp. 3-12
[5] Gläser J. The social orders of research evaluation systems. In: Whitley R, Gläser J, editors.
The Changing Governance of the Sciences the Advent of Research Evaluation Systems.
Dordrecht: Springer; 2007. pp. 245-266
[6] van Raan A. Measuring science. In: Moed HF, Glänzel W, Schmoch U, editors. Handbook
of Quantitative Science and Technology Research. Dordrecht: Kuwer Academic
Publishers; 2004. pp. 19-50
[7] Gupta DK. Scientometric study of biochemical literature of Nigeria, 1970-1984:
Application of Lotkas’s law and the 80720-rule. Scientometrics. 1989;15(3-4):171-119
[8] Schmoch U, Schubert T. When and how to use bibliometrics as a screening tool for
research performance. Science and Public Policy. 2009;36(10):753-762
[9] Miguel S, Moya-Anegon F, Herrero-Solana V. Aproximación metodológica para la identifcación del perfil y patrones de colaboración de dominios científicos universitarios.
Revista Española de Documentación. 2006;28(1):34-53
[10] Leydesdorft L. Caveats for the use of citation indicators in research and journal evaluations. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology.
2008;59(2):278-287
[11] Morrison PS, Dobbie G, McDonald FJ. Research collaboration among university scientists. Higher Education Research and Development. 2003;22(3):275-296
[12] Katz JS, Martin BR. What is research collaboration? Research Policy. 1997;26(1):1-18
[13] Whitley R. The Intellectual and Social Organisation of the Sciences. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press; 1984
[14] Adams JD, Black GC, Clemmons JR, Stephan P. Scientific teams and institutional collaboration: Evidence from U.S. universities, 1981-1999. Research Policy. 2005;34:259-285
[15] Lee S, Bozeman B. The impact of research collaboration on scientific productivity. Social
Studies of Science. 2005;35(5):673-702
[16] Wagner CS. Six case studies of international collaboration in science. Scientometrics.
2005;62(1):3-26

Collaboration and Citation Analysis Within Social Sciences: A Comparative Analysis…
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.76732

[17] Bordons M, Gómez I. Collaboration networks in science. In: Cronin B, Atkins HB, editors. The web of knowledge. A Festschrift in Honor of Eugene Garfield. Medford, NJ:
Asis; 2000. pp. 233-250
[18] Glänzel W. Modelling and measuring multilateral co-authorship in international scientific collaboration. Part I: Development of a new model using a series expansion
approach. Scientometrics. 1997;40(3):593-604
[19] Chen TJ, Chen YC, Hwang SJ, Chou LF. International collaboration of clinical medicine
research in Taiwan, 1900-2004: A bibliometric analysis. Journal of the Chinese Medical
Association. 2007;70(3):110-116
[20] Kundra R, Tomov D. Collaboration patterns in indian and Bulgatian epidemiology of
neoplasms in Medline for 1966-1999. Scientometrics. 2001;52(3):519-523
[21] Glänzel W. International collaboration: Will it be keeping alive east European research?
Journal of Intelligent Information Systems. 2006;7(1):247-254
[22] Winterhager M. International collaboration of three east European countries with
Germany in the sciences, 1980-1989. Scientometrics. 1992;25(2):219-228
[23] Bordons M, Gómez I. La actividad científica española a través de indicadores bibliométricos en el período 1990-93. Revista General de Información y Documentación.
1997;7(2):69-86
[24] Bordons M, González-Albo B, Díaz-Faes AA. Colaboración científica e impacto de la
investigación. In: González-Alcaide G, Gómez J, Agulló V, editors. La colaboración
científica: una aproximación multidisciplinar. Valencia: Nau llibres; 2013. pp. 169-181
[25] Ardanuy J. Scientific collaboration in library and information science viewed through
the web of knowledge: The Spanish case. Scientometrics. 2102;90(3):877-890
[26] Chaudhry AS. Collaboration in LIS education in Southeast Asia. New Library Word.
2007;10(1/2):23-31
[27] Hart R. Funded and non-funded research: Characteristics of authorship and patterns
of collaboration in the 1986 library and information science literature. Library and
Information Science Research. 1990;12(1):71-86
[28] Sin SCJ. Longitudinal trends in internationalisation, collaboration types, and citation
impact: A bibliometric analysis of seven LIS journals (1980-2008). Journal of Library and
Information Studies. 2011;9(1):27-49
[29] Sugimoto CR. Collaboration in information and library science doctoral education.
Library and Information Science Research. 2011;33(1):3-11
[30] Maz-Machado A, Jiménez-Fanjul N, Madrid MJ. Collaboration in the Iberoamerican journals in the category Information Science & Library Science in WOS. Library Philosophy
and Practice (e-journal). 2015. Paper 1270
[31] Katz JS, Hicks D. How much is a collaboration worth? A calibrated bibliometric model.
Scientometrics. 1997;40(3):541-554

81

82

Scientometrics

[32] Narin F, Whitlow ES. Measurement of Scientific Co-Operation and Co-Authorship
in CEC-Related Areas of Sciences. Luxemburg: Office for Official Publications in the
European Communities; 1990
[33] Wang L, Thijs B, Glänzel W. Characteristics of international collaboration in sport sciences
publications and its influence on citation impact. Scientometrics. 2015;105(2):843-862
[34] Lawani SM. Quality, Collaboration and Citations in Cancer Research: A Bibliometric
Study [thesis]. USA: Florida State University; 1981
[35] Subramanyam K. Bibliometric studies of research collaboration: A review. Journal of
Information Science. 1983;6(1):33-38
[36] Ajiferuke I, Burrel Q, Tague J. Collaborative coefficient: A single measure of the degree
of collaboration in research. Scientometrics. 1988;14(5-6):421-433
[37] Clarivate Analytics. 2016 Journal Citation Reports® Social Sciences Edition [Internet]. 2017.
Available from: https://www.recursoscientificos.fecyt.es/factor/getJCR.php [Accessed:
01-07-2017]
[38] Cronin B, Overfelt K. Citation-based auditing of academic perfomance. Journal of the
American Society for Information Science. 1994;45(2):61-71
[39] Maz-Machado A, Jiménez-Fanjul N, Villarraga M. La producción colombiana SciELO:
Un análisis bibliométrico. Revista Interamericana de bibliotecología. 2016;39:15-26
[40] Batagelj V, Mrvar A. Pajek (Version 4.08) [Computer program]. 1996/2016. Available
from: http://mrvar.fdv.uni-lj.si/pajek/
[41] Franceschet M, Costantini A. The effect of scholar collaboration on impact and quality of
academic papers. Journal of Informetrics. 2010;4(4):540-553
[42] Leimu R, Koricheva J. Does scientific collaboration increase the impact of ecological articles? Bioscience. 2005;55(5):438-443
[43] Zafrunnisha N, Pullareddy V. Authorship and degree of collaboration in Psichology.
Annals of Library and Information Studies. 2009;56:255-261
[44] Leydesdorft L, Wagner CS. International collaboration in science and the formation of a
core group. Journal of Informetrics. 2008;2(4):317-325
[45] Cimini G, Zaccaria A, Gabrielli A. Investigating the interplay between fundamentals of
national research systems: Performance, investments and international collaborations.
Journal of Informetrics. 2016;10(1):200-211

